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said, ‘‘[t]he first responsibility of Con-
gress is not the making of techno-
logical or economic judgments. Our re-
sponsibility is to establish what the
public interest requires’’—requires—
‘‘to protect the health of persons.’’

We have enough information to act.
We don’t have to wait until we have a
body count. We have the information,
now we need the will, and we should
have the will to act.

I propose we put a stop to this poi-
soning of America. Mercury can be re-
moved from products. It has been done.
Mercury can be removed from coal-
fired powerplants, and it should be
done. We should limit the mercury that
enters our environment from coal-fired
powerplants, waste incinerators, and
large industrial boilers and other
known sources.

Americans have a right to know what
is being spewed out of these facilities
and into their backyards and into the
food of their children. We in Congress
have the responsibility to give them
the knowledge and the tools to protect
their children.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). The Chair notifies the Senator
from Vermont that initially there were
23 minutes to each side. Senator KEN-
NEDY, by unanimous consent, claimed
15 minutes of the 23 minutes. There-
fore, we are now into Senator KEN-
NEDY’s time.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, that
wasn’t precisely the way that I recall
the intent of the unanimous consent
agreement, but let me just say this.
The EPA report estimates the cost na-
tionally of controlling mercury from
powerplants at $5 billion per year, and
this is an industry that generates more
than $200 billion a year in revenue.
That is less than 2.5 percent. It strikes
me as being the equivalent of a fly on
an elephant’s back. We can do a lot
better.

The residents of Colchester, VT have
been fighting for 7 years to clean up a
waste incinerator in their backyard
that they were originally told was
clean enough to toast marshmallows
in. Well, now we know better and we
need to require this and other facilities
to eliminate mercury emissions.

One of the largest sources of mercury
is coal-fired power plants. With States
deregulating their utility industries,
Congress today has a unique oppor-
tunity to make sure these powerplants
begin to internalize the cost of their
pollution.

Many of the problems the Clean Air
Act of 1970 was drafted to solve are
being addressed. But one thing has not
worked out the way Congress origi-
nally envisioned. It seemed back then
that old, dirty, inefficient power plants
would eventually be retired and re-
placed by a new generation of clean
and efficient plants. The concept
worked with tailpipe controls on cars.
Eventually the fleet turns over and the
dirty ones are out of circulation.

But, 28 years later, many utilities
continue to operate dirty, inefficient

plants that were built in the 1950s or
before. These plants are subject to
much less stringent pollution controls
than are new facilities, and what we
now have is a big loophole, and these
plants are pouring pollution through
it.

If we don’t level the pollution play-
ing field now, in a deregulated industry
the financial incentive will be to pump
even more power and pollution out of
these plants for as long as they will
last. As long as the rules of the game
allow this, these utility companies are
acting in a manner that suits solely
their economic self interest. As a na-
tion, we cannot afford to subsidize
their inefficiency, but our inaction
does just that.

We will hear a lot of rhetoric about
how much implementing this bill will
cost. I want to address those com-
plaints up front. The cost argument
does not hold water. I say it again, the
EPA report estimates the cost nation-
ally of controlling mercury from power
plants at $5 billion per year, and this
industry generates more than $200 bil-
lion a year in revenue. That is less that
two and a half percent, and that
strikes me as being the equivalent of a
fly on an elephant’s back.

Mercury pollution is a key piece of
unfinished business in cleaning up our
environment. The poisoning of Ameri-
ca’s lakes, rivers, lands, and citizens
with mercury pollution can be stopped.
It is unnecessary, and continuing to ig-
nore it mortgages the health of our
children and grandchildren.

I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.
f

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the Senator from Missouri
has a statement. I will be glad to fol-
low him.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I express
my appreciation to my good friend and
colleague from Massachusetts. I ask for
5 minutes to be yielded from the major-
ity side.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair and I
thank the distinguished manager.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
Coverdell measure and in support of
the Gorton-Frist amendment and in
support of the Ashcroft amendment.
We have an opportunity as a body to
make some very clear statements
about education that the people in our
States are asking us to make.

I firmly believe that education is a
national priority but a local respon-
sibility. This leads to a fundamental
difference between this side and what
might be referred to as a Washington
establishment on education.

I believe that those who know the
names of the students personally are

better at making decisions than those
who don’t know them. Unfortunately,
Federal involvement in education over
the years has started off with a great
idea of providing resources in support
for what we believe for our children is
the highest priority, and that is get-
ting them a good education, but it has
mushroomed into burdensome regula-
tions, judicial intrusion, unfunded
mandates and unwanted meddling.

The results have been that local
school officials who are accountable to
parents and communities have increas-
ingly less and less control over what
goes on in their classrooms. In some
cases, parents really feel that they
have lost control of their child’s edu-
cation. They have told me horror sto-
ries about how their children are not
getting an education because of re-
quirements that the Federal Govern-
ment has put on the schools.

I believe that parents and local
school boards are and must be the key
to true educational reform, not big
Government. We should be empowering
parents and teachers and school dis-
tricts and States to develop challeng-
ing academic standards, programs and
priorities, not making their jobs of
educating children of America more
difficult.

As my colleague from Missouri, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, said, we already have
standards, we already have tests. As a
result of those tests, we know where
the problems are in education, and we
need to do something about it. Yes, na-
tionally we ought to focus on the prob-
lem, but we ought not to try to solve
with a ‘‘Washington, DC, solution’’ the
problems we face in every community
and every city throughout Missouri
and throughout America.

I have had a very interesting and in-
formative experience over the last year
and a half talking to school board
members, talking to teachers, talking
to principals and talking to parents
across my State of Missouri. It is from
these discussions that I come back here
with a renewed commitment to keep
local control over education.

We have school districts in Missouri
hiring hordes of consultants and grant
writers instead of teachers because
they know they have to play ‘‘Mother
May I?’’ with Washington, DC. We have
some schools, the smaller schools, that
say they don’t even bother to apply for
the Federal funds because they don’t
have the time and the resources to pre-
pare the application.

Leaders in school districts have told
me of the unforeseen consequences of
getting a grant. They get a grant de-
velopment program and the grant ex-
pires and the school district has to de-
termine whether to take local money
from existing resources to continue the
program or to eliminate it.

One of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle said very, very con-
vincingly today, and I love these
words, ‘‘The Federal Government
doesn’t run schools, and the Federal
Government doesn’t fund schools.’’ I
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agree with those principles. I just wish
that he were correct in the facts.

The Federal Government should not
be micromanaging school districts. In
Missouri, 67 percent of the funds that
go to the school districts come from
the Federal Government. These are
general funds for K through 12. They
tell me, depending upon the school dis-
trict, that anywhere from 40 to 85 per-
cent of the red tape and the hassle and
the regulations come from Washington.

I don’t think that is right. Last year,
when we adopted the Gorton amend-
ment to send money directly to the
schools, some of my colleagues very
eloquently said, ‘‘We don’t want to
have Federal dollars going directly to
school districts because the school dis-
tricts will waste the money; they
might build athletic facilities; or they
will waste it in some other way.’’

Mr. President, I have spent my adult
career working with parents and teach-
ers and school boards in Missouri. I
have watched them work. I have
watched their education decisions. I
have spent about the last 11 years in
this body watching Congress debate
issues and watching the Federal bu-
reaucracy administer programs. And
when it comes to who wastes money,
Mr. President, it is not even close. It is
not a contest. The Washington way
wastes more money by far. The locally
controlled schools are far better at ap-
plying those dollars to the needs of the
children in their schools.

There is no disagreement that in
some cases a local school district may
need money to build some more schools
or it may need money to hire more
teachers. For some schools, new text-
books should be the top priority. For
others, additional computers might be
needed or a school safety program
might need to be implemented.

Who knows best? Those at the local
level, held accountable by those they
serve, or the bureaucrats in Washing-
ton? A one-size-fits-all approach does
not and will not work in education. Let
us give our schools, our teachers, and
our parents the resources and flexibil-
ity they need to educate our children
for a lifetime of achievement and ac-
complishment. I urge my colleagues to
support the amendments and to sup-
port the bill, and I urge that they give
a sound, strong endorsement to local
control over education.

I reserve the remainder of the time
on this side and yield the floor. Again,
I extend my sincere thanks to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we all

know what our priorities are in edu-
cation. We need to do all we can to sup-
port and improve our public schools.
That means additional assistance to
every State to repair crumbling
schools and to build new facilities. It
means recruiting more teachers to
meet the existing demand and to deal

with the crisis of rising enrollments,
especially in priority disciplines, in
math and science. It means reducing
class sizes. It means more support for
afterschool programs to keep kids off
the streets, away from drugs, and out
of trouble. It means a major effort to
teach young children how to read be-
cause we know that literacy is the
foundation of every other aspect of
learning. It means setting higher
standards for schools to meet in edu-
cating their students. We know these
ideas will work. But schools across the
country are in desperate need of funds
to make them work.

Our goal is to improve public schools,
not abandon them. It makes no sense
to call for greater priority for edu-
cation and then earmark aid for pri-
vate schools instead of public schools.
Public schools are instituting these
ideas and getting results. We should
make sure that every school and com-
munity has the resources to put in
practice what works so that no child is
left out or left behind.

Mr. President, this chart here shows
what is happening to the schools in
this country. And this is according to
the General Accounting Office: 14 mil-
lion children learn in substandard
schools; 7 million children attend
schools with asbestos, lead paint, or
radon in the ceilings or walls; 12 mil-
lion children go to school under leaky
roofs; one-third of all American chil-
dren study in classrooms without
enough panel outlets and the electrical
wiring to accommodate computers and
multimedia equipment.

This is a tragedy, a national tragedy.
It is not only a physical tragedy in
terms of the facilities are getting more
and more antiquated every single year,
but it is also a tragedy in the kind of
subliminal message—and it isn’t so
subliminal a message—that it sends to
children and their parents. Because as
grownups and as political leaders are
talking about the importance of chil-
dren in our country and in our society,
and that the children are our future, on
the other hand, we are sending our
children into these kinds of conditions
every single day. We are sending the
message that we do not really care
about the kind of facilities where you
are trying to learn, and we do not real-
ly care very much about education.
That is the message that is being ham-
mered home every single day to these
millions of children who are going to
school in these kinds of conditions.
That is wrong. We are trying to address
that. And that is a principal policy dif-
ference between the Republicans and
the Democrats on the education issue.

Massachusetts is no exception.
Forty-one percent of Massachusetts
schools report that at least one build-
ing needs extensive repairs or should be
replaced. Seventy-five percent report
serious problems in buildings, such as
plumbing or heating defects. Eighty
percent have at least one unsatisfac-
tory environmental factor. It is dif-
ficult enough to teach or learn in mod-

ern classrooms, and it makes no sense
to compound the difficulty by subject-
ing teachers and students to dilapi-
dated facilities. We cannot tolerate a
situation in which facilities deterio-
rate while enrollments escalate.

Mr. President, in far too many com-
munities across the country, children
are also learning in overcrowded class-
rooms. This year, K–12 enrollment
reached an all-time high, and will con-
tinue to rise over the next 7 years, and
will increase by about 4 million chil-
dren in K–12 over the period of the next
4 years.

That is why it is so important that
we are going to have a major effort in
terms of increasing the teaching pro-
fession and giving them the skills to be
able to teach these children to ever
higher standards and to take into con-
sideration the utilizations of the new
electronics and to tie those into cur-
riculum, all of that so that our chil-
dren are going to have a world-class
education. That is a new phenomenon.
That is a national phenomenon—the
expansion and growth of our children
in our schools. We know this is happen-
ing.

And now we need 6,000 new public
schools built and needed by the year
2006 just to maintain the current class
sizes. We know this is happening. We
have been given that information by
the Department of Education and by
everyone that has studied this situa-
tion.

Due to the overcrowded schools, they
are using trailers for classrooms and
teaching students in former hallways,
closets, and bathrooms. And over-
crowded classrooms undermine the dis-
cipline and decrease student morale.

We have had the testimony during
the earlier debates—I have given exam-
ples of these kinds of conditions—and
for the first time heard from an out-
standing president of a very important
school in neighboring Virginia the fact
that because of these overcrowded con-
ditions, a new phenomenon is develop-
ing in their school, and it is called hall
rage—hall rage. I never heard those
words used before.

What he was pointing out was, with
the increasing number of students in
these confined areas, that from the
brushing against one another and the
kinds of violence that is taking place
in the classroom, you see the explosion
in the number of fights, misunder-
standings, and a deterioration in both
morale and discipline because of hall
rage—too many students trying to get
to too many different places, and often
in these trailers for classrooms and in
closets and other situations. That is
what is happening in the United States
of America. That is what is happening.

We ought to give a helping hand to
the local communities. We are not in-
terested in superimposing some Fed-
eral solution, some ‘‘new bureauc-
racy,’’ those old cliches. I have listened
to the same cliches for 30-odd years.
You would think they would have new
ones, talking about the ‘‘new bureauc-
racy,’’ ‘‘one size fits all,’’ ‘‘Washington
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doesn’t know everything.’’ You hear
those every single day for 30 years, and
you would think they would find some
new ones.

What we are finding out with over-
crowded classrooms is, we have the de-
mand for additional teachers and we
have the demand for additional kinds
of support for students as well in other
areas.

Mr. President, class sizes are too
large. Students in small classes in the
early grades make much more rapid
progress than students in larger class-
es. In the exchange earlier today, I
pointed out what some of the States
are doing, and the findings in Wiscon-
sin, the findings in California, Flint,
MI, very important findings in terms of
increasing literacy and academic
achievement with these smaller class-
es. It is not the answer to everything,
but it is a pretty clear and compelling
case to be made. And it was made so
clearly by the Senator from Washing-
ton, Senator MURRAY, on the impor-
tance of getting into smaller classes.
As a former teacher and school board
member, she is talking about what is
happening out on Main Street. This is
a message that should have been lis-
tened to. And we will have an oppor-
tunity to vote on her excellent amend-
ment in just a little while.

The benefits are greatest for low-
achieving minority and low-income
children with smaller classes. Smaller
classes also enable teachers to identify
and work effectively with students who
have learning disabilities and reduce
the need for special education at later
grades.

The Nation’s students deserve mod-
ern schools with world-class teachers.
But too many students in too many
schools in too many communities
across the country fail to achieve that
standard.

The latest international survey on
math and science achievement con-
firms the urgent need to raise stand-
ards of performance for schools, teach-
ers, and students alike. It is shameful
that America’s 12th graders ranked
among the lowest of 22 nations partici-
pating in the international survey on
math and science. Here we have pro-
spectively, in the year 2000, on a vol-
untary basis, on the States and local
community tests, so that we can raise
the standards of American children in
areas of math and science—we have an
amendment to strike that, strike that
proposal—tests that will be developed
in a bipartisan way so parents have
greater information to make decisions
locally to enhance academic achieve-
ment and accomplishment, a com-
promise that was agreed to by 87 Mem-
bers of this body, a bipartisan com-
promise, and now we have an amend-
ment to strike that at a time when we
are having these results and effectively
denying the parents the opportunity to
have knowledge and understanding
about where their children are, in their
school, in their community, in their
State, relevant to other communities

across the country, if they want to, if
they believe that is important. I think
that makes no sense whatever, and I
hope the Ashcroft amendment will be
defeated.

Teacher shortages forced many
school districts to hire uncertified
teachers or to ask certified teachers to
teach outside their area of expertise.
That is what is happening in every area
of the country. Each year, over 50,000
underprepared teachers enter the class-
room. One in four does not fully meet
State certification requirements.
Twelve percent of new teachers have no
training teacher at all. Students in
inner city schools have only a 50 per-
cent chance of being taught by a quali-
fied science or math teacher. Listen to
that: only a 50 percent chance of being
taught by a qualified science or math
teacher.

Instead of putting the $1.6 billion in
tax advantage for individuals who will
send their kids to private schools, let’s
do something about those school-
teachers who are not certified in the
areas of math and science, and upgrade
their skills. They will go back to the
public schools and be able to enhance
the quality of education for those kids.
This is a basic difference between our
Republican friends and those on this
side on the issue of teachers and the
importance of having high standards
on which to measure our children.

Another high priority is to meet the
need for more afterschool activities.
Each day, 5 million children, many as
young as 8 or 9 years old, are home
alone after school. Juvenile delinquent
crime peaks between the hours of 3 and
8. Children left unsupervised are more
likely to be involved in antisocial ac-
tivities and destructive patterns of be-
havior. It isn’t just that there are
greater opportunities for them to get
in trouble, it is that there are advan-
tages of having those children in cir-
cumstances where they are able to go
into local community-based systems
where they may get some help and as-
sistance with their homework over the
afternoon or maybe participate in some
sports events that are supervised, so
when the parents get home after a
long, hard day, the children can have
some quality time instead of having
parents too often come home, know the
kids have been watching television, or
not knowing where their kids are, and
sending them to their room to do the
homework, and the parent lacks that
opportunity to spend quality time. No
one denies if the parents want to work
with the child, well and good, but for
the parents hard-pressed and working
from early morning to late in the
evening, and who have the responsibil-
ity in terms of the family that value
the afternoon kind of program, they
ought to be at least available.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 5 more
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. COVERDELL. Reserving the
right to object, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
has expired on the minority side; the
majority side has 16 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator would
be using our side’s time. I want to af-
ford the Senator an opportunity to
complete his remarks. May I yield an-
other 21⁄2 minutes of my time to the
Senator?

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, we had set for 3
o’clock—as the Senator knows, I have
been trying to get people over here. I
will yield as soon as anybody comes
over. I have about 5 more minutes. I
would like to be able to continue for 5
more minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. It was my inten-
tion to try to respond to the time that
the Senator is using. I am trying to
split the difference.

I yield 3 minutes of my time to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I have how much
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the Democratic side.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, lit-
eracy is another very high priority, to
date. Too many children are reading at
unacceptable levels—40 percent of the
fourth graders fail to attain the basic
level of reading.

Incredibly, Mr. President, the tax
proposal that is the Coverdell proposal
ignores each and every one of these
pressing needs. The regressive Repub-
lican tax bill does nothing to improve
public schools, nothing to address the
need for public schools to build new fa-
cilities, nothing to reduce class size in
school, nothing to provide qualified
teachers, nothing to provide after-
school activities to keep children away
from drugs, nothing to help all children
learn to read, and nothing to help
reach higher academic standards. It
does nothing to improve the quality of
education for children in public
schools. Tax breaks for private schools
is not the answer to the serious prob-
lems facing the Nation’s public schools.

There are serious problems in the Na-
tion’s public schools. We can do much
more to turn troubled schools around
and undertake a wide-range of proven
reforms to create and sustain safe and
high-performing schools. There are no
magic remedies to improve schools and
improve student learning. We need to
use our limited resources wisely to get
the most benefits for our tax dollars.

The Republican approach would di-
vert urgently needed funds away from
public schools into private schools.
That is wrong for education, wrong for
America, and wrong for the Nation’s
future.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Massachusetts has char-
acterized the differences here today as
Republican and Democrat, and they are
not. The dispute we are having here
today is between a community that is
defending the status quo and rejecting
change and a group of Senators who
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are committed to reform and change.
And they are not Republicans and
Democrats, as the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has suggested.

The measure that is before the Sen-
ate is cosponsored by Senator
TORRICELLI from New Jersey, a Demo-
crat. The school construction proposal
that is before the Senate was authored
by Senator GRAHAM of Florida, a Dem-
ocrat. The assistance to these States to
students that have prepaid State tui-
tion assistance is authored by Senator
MOYNIHAN of New York, a Democrat.
And aiding employees by facilitating
an employers’ ability to help continu-
ing education is the suggestion of Sen-
ator BREAUX from Louisiana, a Demo-
crat. So this is a bipartisan proposal
that is here. It is not a Republican pro-
posal. There are many Democrats who
are at the forefront of what is being
discussed and debated here today.

The Senator from Massachusetts also
characterizes this as an education sav-
ings account as if there were nothing
else in the proposal. As I have just
said, yes, there is an education savings
account in our proposal that is directed
to helping parents, parents who have
children in public schools, in private
schools, and at-home schools. But
there are also provisions in the pro-
posal that aid the 21 States in the
Union that have prepaid tuition plans.

This proposal that is before the Sen-
ate, and I predict will pass the Senate,
makes sure that when those funds
come to the students, when they actu-
ally need them to go to college, those
funds are not going to get taxed at that
time. The full benefit of those State-
prepaid tuition programs will be there
for 1 million college students.

There are already 1 million students
in the queue in 21 States, and 17 more
States are about to adopt such provi-
sions. The plan before the Senate will
aid employers in funding continuing
education for 1 million employees in
America—1 million. What it does is it
enables them to spend up to $5,250 an-
nually to help with the continuing edu-
cation program. And that is not going
to be treated as income to the em-
ployee, is not going to be taxed, a dis-
incentive to offering the program.

The plan deals with school construc-
tion, but it leaves the decision about
what should be constructed to local
communities. Senator GRAHAM’s pro-
posal expands financing tools for local
communities and high-growth commu-
nities to deal with school construction.

So the proposal before the Senate is
wide-ranging, from education savings
accounts that help parents and stu-
dents—14 million of them to be exact,
and 20 million students to be exact
—who will save in the first 5 years up-
wards of $5 billion, and over 10 years
$10 billion. The suggestion is that all
these resources go to private schools.
It is simply not true. Seventy percent
of the families that use these savings
accounts, their children are in public
schools. Public schools are a big win-
ner. The division of where the money

goes is about 50/50 because folks who
have children in private schools save
more. They know they have to have
more. But it’s their money; it’s not
public money.

So all of these issues that the Sen-
ator has alluded to are embraced—
maybe not exactly the way he would
like them—in the proposal before the
Senate: education savings accounts for
parents, tax incentives for employers
to help employees, the protection of
prepaid State tuition plans, and school
construction.

Now, on top of that, we are going to
have a chance to vote on an amend-
ment offered on this bill by Senator
GORTON. Senator GORTON takes a por-
tion of the Federal assistance and re-
moves all the regulations, like it has to
happen on a ‘‘blue’’ day and a ‘‘green’’
Tuesday, or whatever. All the morass
that the Senator from Tennessee, now
in the Chair, talked about earlier
today—strip those away from about $10
billion-plus that goes to the local
States and they can do exactly what
the Senator from Massachusetts wants
to see done. They can build schools,
they can hire teachers, they can reduce
class size, they can develop after-
school programs, they can build parks,
they can do whatever they think, and
that is $10 billion on top of which we
have created a new pool of $10 billion.

The other side wants to look away
from that voluntary money in those
savings accounts. This is money being
brought forward by parents and friends
of parents of children. There is no new
tax that has to be raised. No school dis-
trict has to raise their taxes to get the
$10 billion. No State has to increase in-
come taxes. The Federal Government
doesn’t have to spend more money. By
this simple, small incentive, we are
causing American families to come for-
ward with billions of new dollars to
help public, private, and home schools.
They will hire tutors. I think they are
smarter dollars than a lot of dollars we
talk about here. Why? Because they
are guided by the family to the specific
problem the child has. If a child has a
math deficiency in a public school, pri-
vate, or home school, then the family
can hire a tutor with that savings ac-
count they generate. If they don’t have
a home computer—and I might point
out that only 15 percent of the students
in inner city schools have home com-
puters—well, they could buy one with
these savings accounts. If they have a
learning disability—dyslexia or some-
thing like that—then the family has a
tool they can use to fix that specific
problem. Public dollars have a hard
time doing that.

The Senator from Massachusetts, on
several occasions, has referred to this
tax incentive that will go to create
these savings accounts. It is true that
about $500 million is used as the tax in-
centive—just over $500 million. That is
a newer figure. The figure the Senator
used is a little larger than that, but
that was the figure I had at the same
time. It is about $520 million in the

first 5 years of tax relief to anybody
that would open the account, by not
taxing the interest buildup. That mod-
est incentive, that modest amount of
tax relief is what generates $5 billion in
savings.

The proposal that the Senator was
talking about in terms of school con-
struction is a $9 billion tax relief pro-
posal. Who does that go to? That goes
to banks and insurance companies and
Wall Street brokers. They will get the
tax breaks on the school bonds under
the proposal to build schools. On the
one hand, we have $500 million of tax
relief over 5 years to generate $5 billion
of new savings. On the other hand, we
have $9 billion of tax relief going to the
holders of the bonds on the school pro-
posal.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield a minute on that issue?

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes.
Mr. KENNEDY. I don’t know which

particular amendment the Senator is
talking on. On the school construction
amendment by Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN, there is $3.3 billion to create
$22 billion in school construction. I
don’t know which one the Senator is
referring to.

Mr. COVERDELL. I am using the 10-
year figure. The figure you used is cor-
rect for the first 5 years.

Mr. KENNEDY. You are using a 10-
year figure for her and a 5-year figure
for yourself.

Mr. COVERDELL. My 10-year figure
would be about $1.1 billion. Let’s take
the 5 years. In 5 years, it is $500 million
in tax relief for 14 million middle-in-
come families on the education savings
account and over 5 years, over $3 bil-
lion of tax relief for the people that
buy those big bonds. That is a very se-
lect community that can play that
game. Then in 10 years mine becomes
$1.1 billion for the 14 million families,
and they save because of that, $10 bil-
lion. No one saves a dime on the sav-
ings proposed for the school bonds.
That doesn’t generate anything, except
school construction. But the bene-
ficiaries of the tax relief are a very se-
lect group of Americans. They fit in a
very small percentage group.

The point I am making—that amend-
ment obviated tax relief for the mid-
dle-class Americans, the 14 million
families; it took it out and replaced it
with $9 billion in tax relief for, as I
said, large financial institutions.

I know my time is about to expire.
How much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 55 seconds.

Mr. COVERDELL. I want to make
the point that all the subjects—school
construction, smaller class size, rein-
forcing communities and parents—we
are talking about the same subjects.
We may differ on our approach, and
this doesn’t cut down party lines; this
cuts down status quo or reform, doing
things differently, with more authority
at the local level, more decisionmaking
at the local level, more decisionmaking
for families. That is where the cut is. It
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is not Democrat or Republican. My
chief cosponsor is a prominent member
of the Democratic side of the aisle.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. I want to reiterate
that what we are talking about helps 14
million families who are the
carekeepers of over 20 million school-
children. And every school environ-
ment is helped—public, private, and
home. Our proposal will aid 1 million
college students, 250,000 graduate stu-
dents, 1 million employees, 500 new
schools, $10 million in new savings. The
Federal Government doesn’t have this.
This is coming from families, $10 mil-
lion, a huge influx of new resources.

If the Gorton amendment passes,
there will be over 10 additional bil-
lions—not new expenditures, just freed
up expenditures—for smaller class-
rooms, for new schools, or for whatever
those States and local communities
feel are necessary to get at the crisis
and challenge that we all know and
have both cited time and time again
are occurring, particularly in kinder-
garten through high school.

Mr. President, I believe the hour of 3
o’clock has arrived. It is my under-
standing that Senator LANDRIEU is
scheduled to begin her amendment at
this hour.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will
yield, she was going to make a best ef-
fort. She was over here at 1 o’clock and
was over here this morning. So we will
inquire and try to determine her loca-
tion, and then I will report back to the
Senator.

Mr. COVERDELL. Very good.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2301

(Purpose: To strike section 101, and to
provide funding for Blue Ribbon Schools)
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I

send an amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Louisiana (Ms.

LANDRIEU) proposes an amendment num-
bered 2301.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
Strike section 101, and insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. 101. BLUE RIBBON SCHOOLS.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—

(1) RECOGNITION.—The Secretary of Edu-
cation is authorized to carry out a program
that recognizes public and private elemen-
tary and secondary schools that have estab-
lished standards of excellence and dem-
onstrated a high level of quality.

(2) DESIGNATION.—Each school recognized
under paragraph (1) shall be designated as a
‘‘Blue Ribbon School’’ for a period of 3 years.

(b) AWARDS.—
(1) AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall make an

award for each school recognized under sub-
section (a) in the amount of $100,000.

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—If the Secretary is pro-
hibited from making an award directly to a
school, the Secretary shall make such award
to the local educational agency serving such
school for the exclusive use of such school.

(3) PRIVATE SCHOOLS.—Awards for private
schools recognized under subsection (a) shall
be used to provide students and teachers at
the schools with educational services and
benefits that are similar to, and provided in
the same manner as, the services and bene-
fits provided to private school students and
teachers under part A of title I, or title VI,
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

(4) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall not
make more than 250 awards under this sec-
tion for any fiscal year.

(5) WAIT-OUT PERIOD.—The Secretary shall
not make a second or subsequent award to a
school under this section before the expira-
tion of the 3-year designation period under
subsection (a)(2) that is applicable to the
preceding award.

(c) APPLICATIONS AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE GRANTS.—

(1) APPLICATIONS.—Each school desiring
recognition under subsection (a)(1) shall sub-
mit to the Secretary an application at such
time, in such manner, and accompanied by
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire.

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—The
Secretary is authorized to award grants to
States to enable the States to provide tech-
nical assistance to schools desiring recogni-
tion under subsection (a)(1).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section (other
than subsection (c)(2)) $25,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years 1999 through 2003.

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS.—There
is authorized to be appropriated to carry out
subsection (c)(2) $2,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1999 through 2003.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
send this amendment to the desk to
offer an alternative to my distin-
guished colleague from Georgia, an al-
ternative in the way we would spend
this $1.6 billion that we have been de-
bating and have been debating for some
time now.

Let me thank my colleague from
Georgia for at least getting the Senate
to begin a significant debate about the
ways in which we can improve the sta-
tus of education in our Nation. I,
frankly, am one Senator who believes
that there is nothing really more im-
portant that we can spend our time on
now than talking about this important
issue. I think the debate has been very
lively. It has come with controversy.
But I thank my colleague from Georgia
for at least offering this idea, so that
we can have a debate about the best
way to spend our money when it comes
to trying to improve our schools,
which, in my opinion, is the number

one priority of all Americans, regard-
less of whether they have children in
school or not. We all know as a nation
the value of our education system,
both public as well as private.

I was very open to this idea initially
as it was presented. I have, I think,
demonstrated in the year I have been
here an ability to be open to new ideas
about how to solve this problem. I
don’t think the old ways work. I don’t
believe the American public wants us
to just throw more money at a prob-
lem. I think they are looking at inno-
vation and creativity in improving our
schools. I think the American people,
particularly people in Louisiana, have
witnessed many schools that are work-
ing, many pilot programs and initia-
tives, whether it is charter schools and
more accountability, teacher training,
teacher testing, or higher student
achievement and things that are work-
ing.

So I looked, with hope perhaps, at
this bill, now called the Coverdell-
Torricelli proposal, but after looking
at the studies that have come in about
who would really benefit from this ini-
tiative to spend $1.5 billion, it is clear
to me from the GAO report and other
economists reporting that the major
benefit of this $1.5 billion to be spent
over 5 years would go to a very small
segment of parents and families who
have their children in private or non-
public schools.

I want to be part of a team of Sen-
ators and leaders who support efforts
that help all schools as fairly as they
can. There are some in this body and in
Congress who do not want to do very
much at all to help parochial or private
schools. I am not in that group. I be-
lieve our Government within the
framework of our Constitution should
try to help all of our schools and all of
our students. But this is not the best
way we can go about this, and that is
why I am not going to be able to sup-
port the bill and would offer this
amendment as a substitute, if you will.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I wonder if the Senator will yield one
moment so we can clarify an adminis-
trative detail.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes.
Mr. COVERDELL. It won’t take a

minute.
Madam President, I ask unanimous

consent that at the hour of 3:45 today
the Senate proceed to a series of votes
on or in relation to the following
amendments: Gorton No. 2293, Hutch-
inson No. 2296, Murray No. 2295,
Ashcroft No. 2300, Levin No. 2299. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that if
amendment No. 2300 is agreed to, the
Levin amendment No. 2299 be open to
further amendment under the same
time limitations under the original
order. I further ask unanimous consent
that there be 2 minutes of debate
equally divided between each of the
votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.
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The Senator from Louisiana.
Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, if I can continue,

my amendment is called the blue rib-
bon schools amendment. It is quite
simple. It would take the money we
would otherwise be setting aside for
these very small savings accounts that
would reach only a small group of
beneficiaries and spread it over all 50
States, to many schools in those States
that have been designated basically by
their peers to be blue ribbon schools
and schools of excellence. It is time
that we in this country stop at the
Federal level—and I hope we can en-
courage States and local governments
to stop—funding failure and start re-
warding results and success.

That is what this amendment does.
This amendment will take the money
otherwise spent by the distinguished
Senator from Georgia and give $100,000
grants to all of the schools designated,
and there are 250 so designated each
year, as the most excellent schools in
America. They are public; they are pa-
rochial; they are private. There have
been 3,000 schools that have achieved
this designation since this program
started 10 years ago.

It is currently operating this way.
The schools are rigorously evaluated
and 250 are chosen. They are invited to
come to Washington. They are given a
plaque and a pat on the back and they
are basically sent home. I think we
need to do more than give them a pat
on the back and a plaque to hang on
their school wall, as proud as they are
to display this plaque, and begin to re-
ward success and say, congratulations,
a job well done and here is $100,000 to
help you continue that good job.

Many of these schools are succeeding
despite the odds because they have bit-
ten the bullet; they have made tough
choices; they are making good deci-
sions at the local level. I think the
most important thing we in the Fed-
eral Government can do is to begin ac-
knowledging success and rewarding
success.

That is what this amendment does. It
also provides a small amount of money
to help the States administer this very
cost-effective program because it is a
locally based initiative. It is a panel of
their peers who makes these choices. It
would be a great way to spend this $1
billion to reward these schools.

Madam President, that is simply
what this amendment does. It is a blue
ribbon school amendment. I think it
will go a long way to encouraging
schools that are beating the odds to
continue to do so, and we will reward
them with something significant. So
they can take that $100,000 and apply it
to technology, teacher training, and
other opportunities for students. And
this is available, I want to stress, for
parochial and private schools, as well
as public, within the constitutional
framework so that we are better reach-
ing across all of the Nation to many of
the schools and doing it in a fair way.
That is what my amendment does, and
I offer it as a substitute.

In closing, let me say this is only 1 of
10 or 15 ways on which I personally
think it is better to spend this $1.5 bil-
lion, that will have a longer and a
greater impact on improving education
than establishing these savings ac-
counts.

I did not get to speak on Senator
GLENN’s amendment, but I will just say
another way to spend this $1 billion
would be to expand the IRA from $500
to $2,000, which he so eloquently talked
about yesterday. It would be another
good way to have a positive effect in
encouraging people to save early for
their children’s college education,
which is so expensive.

So with all due respect to my col-
league from Georgia for all of the good
remarks he has made, there are just
better ways to spend the money. This
blue ribbon school amendment is only
one, but I commend it and recommend
it to this body to consider.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes, I will.
Mr. KENNEDY. We have now an op-

portunity to make a choice as we are
going to vote on this measure, the
Coverdell bill, which has been esti-
mated to be $1.6 billion over the period
of the next 10 years. We will have a
choice either this evening or tomorrow
as to how we are going to expend those
funds, whether they will be used pri-
marily, as the Tax Committee says, for
private schools or, as I understand the
Senator’s amendment, to recognize ex-
cellence in schools all across this coun-
try as a result of local decisions that
are being made by parents, local com-
munity decisions, and to give a finan-
cial reward. $100,000 is a considerable
reward, but I imagine, since these
schools are dedicating themselves to
improving and strengthening their aca-
demic achievements and accomplish-
ments, those resources are going to be
used to further student advancement,
thereby giving some real meaning to
the local initiatives to put excellence
first in terms of public education.

So on the one hand we are going to
have a choice for recognizing excel-
lence at the local level selected by peer
review or the funds will be primarily
used in terms of private education. Do
I understand it correctly?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes, the Senator
from Massachusetts understands this
correctly and has articulated it very
accurately. The reason that I am un-
able to support Senator COVERDELL’s
proposal is because it is clear from the
studies that the vast majority of the
benefit would go to just a small portion
of those in parochial or private schools.

I believe that we need to be more bal-
anced in our approach to help all of our
schools and all of our families, as bal-
anced as we can be, and not try to put
one above the other.

So, this amendment gives funding to
parochial schools, to private schools,
and to public schools, based on their ef-
forts to be excellent. And, as the Sen-
ator knows, sometimes against great

odds, in very poor districts, these
schools—many parochial schools—are
doing a great job. I believe they should
be rewarded within the framework of
the Constitution, which is clearly ap-
propriate with this program.

So it is my hope that the Senate and
the Congress will strongly consider
this approach, because this is exactly
what we need to be doing, rewarding
and encouraging success.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will
yield further, I imagine, then, after
they are selected, hopefully these will
be models within the local community?
People will say, ‘‘These schools have
been selected because of their enhanced
academic achievement and excellence.
I wonder what they did right.’’ Parents
in neighboring communities will un-
derstand it, others will understand it,
and hopefully, as a result of these
kinds of awards, it will be an incentive
for replicating the kinds of decisions at
the local level that have resulted in ex-
cellence. Is that the objective as well?

Ms. LANDRIEU. That is the objec-
tive. If I could read into the RECORD
the way the schools are chosen now, it
is if they are student focused and have
great student support, if their stand-
ards are challenging and their curric-
ula challenging, if they are teaching
active learning, if they have developed
partnerships with their communities,
and if they have strong leadership.
Those are just some of the measures
that are used.

So, yes, the Senator is correct. As
they receive their blue ribbons and
their plaques, they are being honored
now in our Nation and they are held up
to high esteem. The problem is, they
basically leave here emptyhanded, be-
cause we send them back with a plaque
and a ribbon. I think we need send
them home with some money and some
real help, to put our money where our
mouth is and say, ‘‘Good job; here’s
some money to help you continue to do
that good job. You make us proud. You
have done it against the odds.’’

We want to be a more reliable part-
ner. That is what I think the greatness
is with this amendment. There are
other approaches we could use, but this
is, I think, getting us on the right
track.

I thank the Senator, and I yield back
whatever time I have remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
withhold the time, perhaps, just in case
we need respond?

Ms. LANDRIEU. Yes. I reserve the
time in the event we need to respond,
Madam President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Louisiana.
Both she and I agree on many different
issues. I will come to why I oppose the
amendment itself. But let me say that
I do agree with her in her statement
that it is important to reward excel-
lence, and to reward it appropriately,
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in terms of our Nation’s schools. It is
especially important when, clearly,
what we are doing today is not accom-
plishing it in the aggregate. We do need
to identify particular schools, reward
them, change what they are doing, so
we will improve the overall standards
of all schools.

In Tennessee, there have been many
schools that have received and earned
the Blue Ribbon Schools Excellence in
Education awards. I am proud of them,
to go by and see them. They are given
a Presidential Citation, a flag of excel-
lence signifying that school’s exem-
plary status.

I understand the Senator from Lou-
isiana wants to expand on this notion
of honoring success, but to do so by
having the schools receive national fi-
nancial rewards of $100,000.

We agree on many points, in terms of
encouraging success, but we differ on
one key element. The one key element,
all of our colleagues must be aware of,
because it is key in this amendment,
and that is that this amendment has
been offered as a result of the Senator’s
opposition to the Coverdell Savings Ac-
count A+ Act. As a result of this oppo-
sition, the proposed amendment would
strike section 101 of the Coverdell bill.
In effect, it is a poison pill to the
Coverdell savings account initiative.

As chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee Task Force on Education, I
have had the opportunity over the last
6 months to conduct hearings and to
hear from people who are at schools,
who run schools in the local commu-
nities. I have heard again and again
how important it is—repeatedly—that
we must look for creative solutions, for
innovation, to the problems that
plague our Nation’s schools. Senator
COVERDELL’s plans for savings accounts
is a good, positive first step. The pro-
posed amendment would gut that to-
tally. I do not believe it is the final so-
lution, but the proposal does take us in
that very important direction of em-
powering that parent-child team.

I would like to just take a moment to
highlight the provisions of the Cover-
dell bill which I believe make it an ef-
fective tool, a positive tool, in helping
students and families across the coun-
try which, if this amendment were to
pass, the Coverdell advantages would
go away. What does the Coverdell A+
Accounts do? We expand the education
savings accounts in the Taxpayer Re-
lief Act of 1997 by increasing the an-
nual contribution limit for education
IRAs from $500 to $2,000. The bill, very
importantly, expands the definition of
what is qualified education expenses.
They are currently limited to higher
education. The Coverdell bill expands
it to K–12—K–12 expenses, the sort of
expenses we have already talked about.

It could be anything from equipment
to computers to books to supplies, or if
you are an individual with a disability,
to give you the tools that you might
not otherwise have so you can learn,
homeschooling expenses, uniforms,
transportation costs—all of these

would be encompassed by the Coverdell
bill. If the amendment by the Senator
from Louisiana is agreed to instead of
the Coverdell bill, they will all go
away. We all know that it is the par-
ents, the parents who want the very
best for their children. I believe it is
important—which the Coverdell bill
does—to encourage parents to invest in
their children’s education, to give
them that opportunity, to lower the
barriers to do so, to give them the in-
centives to invest in their children.

The President signed into law on Au-
gust 5, 1997, the Taxpayer Relief Act,
which authorized new education IRAs.
But that was just for higher education,
not K–12. I am fully supportive of every
measure we can put on the table help-
ing families plan for higher education
expenses. I also believe this effort
should be expanded to provide tax al-
lowances for what families spend on el-
ementary and secondary education.
That is not allowed today but will be
allowed under the Coverdell proposal.

While our colleges and universities
are the very best in the world—and this
was put before our task force commit-
tee again and again—the foundation on
which those colleges and universities
rest is not sturdy; it is weak. In fact,
our elementary and secondary schools
are not the envy of the world, unlike
our colleges and universities.

In a recent TIMMS, the third, math
and science study, scores show just
how poorly our student are measuring
up to their international counterparts.
I referred to this earlier. This is the
12th grade mathematics general knowl-
edge achievement compared to 21 other
countries. You don’t need to read the
chart, but these are countries that do
better than us, such countries as Aus-
tria, Slovenia does better than us, Ger-
many, Denmark, Switzerland. Only 2
nations—these are the nations we do
equal to—only 2 nations out of 21 do
worse than the United States in the
12th grade mathematics. The same can
be said of science. So we are not doing,
in K–12, anywhere near what we should
be doing.

Even our colleges and universities
have to take on that additional burden
by reteaching students that they re-
ceive. Approximately 30 percent of
freshmen in college today require re-
medial course work. We need to direct
our attention to this K–12 foundation,
which the Coverdell bill does.

Under current law, we assist parents,
students, and families with numerous
tax allowances for higher education.
We have HOPE and Lifetime Learning
Savings. We have the education IRAs
for higher education. We have the
State prepaid tuition programs. We
have U.S. savings bonds. In terms of
loans for students, we provide deduc-
tions for interest payments—all for
higher education. We are the best in
the world. Now is the time to look at
K–12 education.

I would like to talk just very briefly
about why I think a new approach is
needed. By agreeing to the amendment

that is proposed by the Senator from
Louisiana, again, we are gutting the
Coverdell bill. In essence, we are say-
ing let’s not change the system at all,
that we are doing OK. That is in es-
sence what this amendment is doing.
Are we doing OK? This chart basically
shows, in science, trends in average
science scale scores over the last 20
years, going from 1970 on your left to
1996 on the right. This is age 17, the
purple line. The green line is age 13.
The orange line is age 7. And the whole
point is that, over the last 20 years, we
are not improving at all.

I just compared globally; we are
doing worse. Out of 21 nations, in the
12th grade, only 2 nations did worse
than us. So, in spite of all 500 programs
that we have today, in spite of spend-
ing about $74 billion at the Federal
level, we are doing no better.

Beneath the surface of this whole dis-
appointment of stagnant student per-
formance and despite a commitment of
increased resources—and let me show
very briefly on this chart what we have
been doing as a nation.

This is 1971 to 1997, about a 27-year
period. This is how much we spend per
pupil in adjusted dollars today. That is
what the red line is, constant 1996–1997
dollars. What it shows is that in 1970
we were spending, in today’s dollars,
about $4,000. Today, we are spending
about 50 percent more, about $6,000. We
have had a stagnant performance at
the same time we have had increased
expenditures.

A vote for the amendment by the
Senator from Louisiana says, let’s not
change the system, let’s keep doing ex-
actly what we are doing today—some-
thing with which I heartily disagree.

Beneath the surface of this whole dis-
appointment that we see in terms of
stagnant student performance, there is
an acute crisis in our urban schools.
One out of every four public school stu-
dents are enrolled in an urban school
district.

A recent report examining our urban
schools noted:

It is hard to exaggerate the education cri-
sis in America’s cities. Words like scandal,
failure, corruption and despair echo in the
pages of the Nation’s newspapers.

Another area of concern is the Fed-
eral component in the landscape of
American education. I show this chart
again not so much to show the details,
but this is a chart that was generated
by the General Accounting Office. As
the task force chairman, I basically
found it can be depicted by a chart like
this, that we have today at the Federal
level a sprawling and unfocused effort
which suffers from a programmatic re-
luctance to ask itself what works and
what doesn’t work.

Over the last couple of days, we have
said that we have heard again and
again maybe one more program will
help out. This basically shows, among
three target groups—this happens to be
teachers, and the various departments
and various Federal programs are
around the border—how they influence
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teachers. Just walk away from it, and
you see that this is a spider web almost
of unrelated programs all targeted at
the individuals. There are over 500 such
programs right now.

What we need to do, if anything, is to
consolidate and to improve. We do need
to change. We do need to allow that
creativity, to allow that innovation. A
vote for the amendment of the Senator
from Louisiana guts the Coverdell bill.
It says, let’s not change, let’s not
structurally improve the system.

In the last few minutes, I talked
about the disparity between the assist-
ance we provide for higher education
and elementary and secondary edu-
cation. I have shown the data which
show our children are not at the level
we need for them to be if we are to re-
main competitive in the global mar-
ketplace.

I talked a little bit about the need
for creative solutions in our K–12 sys-
tem, the sort of solutions that are of-
fered in the Coverdell bill. I mentioned
provisions in the bill of the Senator
from Georgia which will enable the
parent-child team—and that is what we
need to stay focused on—to make im-
portant education decisions in the
early years.

Coming back to the amendment of
the Senator from Louisiana, awarding
schools is on the right track. It is a
good approach. We need to recognize
success. I might add, we need to rep-
licate that success as well. I will say,
as an alternative to the Coverdell bill,
it is totally unacceptable. Savings ac-
counts are too important for families
in Tennessee and all across this Na-
tion. We simply cannot afford to desert
this effort, despite the merits of these
other proposals. Savings accounts,
bonds for school construction, State
prepaid tuition, the underlying Cover-
dell bill provides all of this. To replace
that bill with a program that does rec-
ognize merit but does nothing more is
simply unsatisfactory.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
amendment of the Senator from Lou-
isiana and support the underlying bill.
I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Just for clarifica-
tion, how much time remains on both
sides?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia has 1 minute 50 sec-
onds; the opposing side has 2 minutes
33 seconds remaining.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
will use the remainder of my time to
thank my distinguished colleague from
Tennessee for agreeing that this
amendment is, in fact, on the right
track and for saying that it is about
time we begin rewarding success and
innovation, it is about time we become
a reliable partner with our local
schools that are achieving, despite
sometimes great difficulty, and to
begin rewarding them. I thank him for
his comments.

I do not disagree with him as he laid
out all of the problems associated cur-
rently with our public and general edu-
cation system in the United States. No
one in this Chamber disagrees with the
sad statistics about lack of achieve-
ment, lack of discipline, et cetera, al-
though I want to say for the RECORD
that there are many, many, many good
public schools, private and parochial
schools in this Nation, of which we
should be proud. The fact is that we
need to have every one to be excellent,
but we are falling from the mark.

Let me, if I can, Madam President, in
the 1 minute I have left, call to your
attention one of the real failings of the
Coverdell proposal.

In order to save money, obviously,
you have to save it for a long period of
time for it to generate any benefit to
the saver. One of the problems with
setting aside $500 to begin using in kin-
dergarten is that you don’t have the
money set aside long enough for there
to be a benefit to a family. So what we
are saying is a $30 benefit is not really
that great a benefit. There are so many
better ways we can spend this money
to really improve education.

If we want to have a savings plan,
which I would support, and prepaid col-
lege tuition, which is certainly one I
support, then let’s do some real saving
in this country. Let’s really save $500
or $2,000, which is part of the Coverdell
proposal that I do agree with. Let’s set
aside money, increase it—which is
what Senator GLENN tried to do—from
$500 to $2,000 a year to enable families,
from when their child is 1, if they save
until 17 at a 6 percent yield, to save
$60,000. If they received a 12 percent re-
turn, they could save over $110,000 ap-
proximately. Then you are talking
about real money, and you are talking
about real benefit, and you are talking
about real savings, and you are talking
about a Tax Code that really might
work and do something good. If we had
adopted JOHN GLENN’s amendment, this
is what people in America would be
doing, and I would be proud to sign my
name to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
offer this for the RECORD and thank
you for letting me offer the blue ribbon
school amendment and the long-term
savings amendment.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I want to make it very clear that the
education savings accounts would
inure to the benefit of 14 million Amer-
ican families. The initial amount of
money saved would be $5 billion.

The example that the Senator from
Louisiana offers doesn’t really paint
the picture. The $30 she talks about is,
of course, averaging everybody out,
and that is the interest only. She has
forgotten that it is the interest on a
lot of principal.

We have said from the outset, one of
the surprises about this education sav-
ings account is the tax relief involved
over 5 years is only a little over $500
million. But that little amount makes
Americans do big things. Because of
that simple, small incentive, they go
out and save $5 billion to put behind
education.

This blue-ribbon proposal would end
up helping maybe 400 schools in Amer-
ica. They would be schools that have
been generally better off. What we are
talking about is helping 14 million
families deal with the situation in all
the schools that 20 million children at-
tend. That might be a school that
would in no way be able to compete for
one of these excellence awards. Very
few of your inner city schools could
meet these standards.

So what do you want, 400 schools
that get $300,000 a year for the building,
or 14 million families and 20 million
kids having an ability to buy a home
computer or a tutor? To me, there is no
decision to make here. Do you want
lots and lots of Americans opening up
savings accounts trying to help their
children with whatever the specific
needs are, or do you want a specialized
program that rewards the students in
400 schools? That is fine, but as a sub-
stitute for what we are talking about,
there is no comparison.

Madam President, I yield back my re-
maining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the amendment.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Thank you very
much, Madam President.

AMENDMENT NO. 2302 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2301

(Purpose: To amend section 6201 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide for student improvement
incentive awards, and for other purposes)

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I rise to offer a
second-degree amendment to the
Landrieu amendment, and I send it to
the desk for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE]
proposes an amendment numbered 2302 to
amendment No. 2301.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Madam Presi-
dent, the current discussion on edu-
cation in the United States has been
widespread. Both sides of the debate, I
believe, truly have the best interests of
our Nation’s young people at heart. It
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has been a good discussion, and I com-
mend the Senator from Georgia, Sen-
ator COVERDELL, for his leadership on
this issue.

We often differ on issues of school
choice, Federal involvement in the
classroom, and State flexibility. The
amendment that I offer today address-
es one of this Nation’s educational
needs while doing so in a manner which
should not be controversial. This is the
student improvement incentive grant
program.

The amendment I am offering today
is quite simple in its nature. Under the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, States are given a level of flexibil-
ity with how to use some of those
funds. My amendment provides yet an-
other option for States.

Under my amendment, States would
be allowed to use some of their Federal
education funds to provide awards to
public high schools based on the
schools’ performances on statewide as-
sessment tests, the content and sub-
stance of which would be entirely up to
the State.

There are several important elements
to this proposal. First, this is not a
new program but merely a new option
from which States may choose. Second,
the assessments would be based en-
tirely on State priorities and desires.
Third, no new funds are required. Thus,
my proposal gives States a new way to
create a healthy competition amongst
public high schools without imposing
new Federal requirements, additional
Federal oversight, or increasing Fed-
eral spending.

As my colleagues are well aware, ap-
proximately 2 months ago it was wide-
ly reported in the media that high
school students in the United States
scored well below their peers in an
international exam in math and
science. In fact, of the 21 nations in-
volved, U.S. students ranked 19th. In
comparison, however, U.S. fourth grad-
ers performed strongly against their
international peers on similar exams.
Somewhere along the way we are fail-
ing our students by not encouraging
them to maintain the high standards
that they have demonstrated early in
their academic careers.

My amendment will help change this
trend by creating financial incentives
to encourage greater academic per-
formance in our secondary schools. At
the same time, it achieves this goal
while leaving the control over edu-
cation where it belongs, in the State
and local communities.

I urge my colleagues to support the
student improvement incentive grant
amendment.

I yield the floor, Madam President.
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized.
Mr. COVERDELL. Just a point of

clarification. The hour of 3:45 has ar-
rived. I believe under a previous unani-
mous consent agreement, the Senate is
about to proceed to a series of votes on

amendments, beginning with Senator
GORTON’s, and that there would be 2
minutes for each amendment equally
divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consider-
ation of the pending amendment is
temporarily suspended.

The pending question will occur on
the Gorton amendment No. 2293, as
amended. The Senator is correct that
there will be 2 minutes of debate equal-
ly divided.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
then the remaining time on the amend-
ment offered by Senator KEMPTHORNE
would occur immediately following the
last vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Chair.
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 2293, AS AMENDED

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, the
Gorton-Frist amendment is based on
two philosophical principles. The first
of those principles is that the present
system under which 7 percent of the
dollars going into education come from
the Federal Government, together with
50 percent of all of the rules and regu-
lations under which that education is
provided, is not necessarily either in
theory or in practice the best way to
set policies for our public schools or to
fund those public schools.

It is based also on the philosophy
that parents and teachers and prin-
cipals and superintendents and elected
school board members all across the
United States not only care more
about the children in their trust but
are better able to set the educational
policies for their children in their
schools than are bureaucrats in Wash-
ington, DC, or even Senators in the
U.S. Senate.

The Gorton-Frist amendment, how-
ever, forces these two philosophical
distinctions or principles on no one.
Under this amendment, any State that
likes the present system of Federal
control is authorized to retain it. Any
State that believes educational policy
should be set at the State capital
through a State school board or Gov-
ernor or State superintendent of public
instruction is free to adopt such a sys-
tem. And any State that believes, as
we do, that local control and local
spending policies are best, is free to
adopt that policy.

We also guarantee that no State will
lose money under this amendment. I
commend it to the President and to the
Members of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Who yields time?
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I

agree with the Senator from Washing-
ton that if the State wants to tax its
own people and do whatever it wants
to, it should have the ability to do it.

If the local community wants to tax its
people, they ought to be able to do
whatever they want. But what Senator
GORTON is saying is, we are going to
use Federal taxpayers’ money, the
money that is directed by the Con-
gress.

We have designated three very impor-
tant areas that are eliminated by the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington.

First, drug-free schools. I do not find
any parents from Massachusetts say-
ing, ‘‘Abolish drug-free schools.’’ The
Gorton amendment will abolish it.

Secondly, for the training of teachers
in math and science, I do not find par-
ents saying, ‘‘We ought to abolish that
program.’’ The Gorton amendment
does it.

And third, in terms of raising high
academic standards, the programs that
help and assist local schools to be able
to do it, I do not find parents in my
State saying, ‘‘Abolish that program.’’
It will be abolished by the Gorton
amendment.

It makes no sense, Madam President.
And there is no accountability under
the Gorton amendment how these
funds are being spent and what the ef-
fect of it is in improving academic
achievement and accomplishment. To
do it after 30 minutes of debate makes
no sense whatsoever. I hope that the
amendment will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question now occurs
on agreeing to the Gorton amendment
No. 2293, as amended. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Leg.]

YEAS—50

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi

Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack

McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—49

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Chafee

Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn

Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
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Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun

Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes

Snowe
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Helms

The amendment (No. 2293), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2296

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the Hutchinson
amendment No. 2296. Under the pre-
vious order, there are 2 minutes of de-
bate equally divided prior to the vote.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the next
vote in this series of four be limited to
10 minutes in length.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, this is a dollars-for-
the-classroom amendment that ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that we
will do our best to ensure that 95 cents
out of every dollar actually gets to the
classroom where the needs are the
greatest. Unfortunately, studies indi-
cate that right now as little as 65 cents
of every Federal education dollar actu-
ally gets down to the classroom. Where
does it go? Much of it goes to bureauc-
racies, Federal and State. We have 307
Federal education programs.

This simply says let’s give 95 cents
out of every dollar to the classroom.
That will be $2,000 per classroom for
every classroom in America—addi-
tional money that the teachers and the
local school boards can determine how
it should be spent. It maximizes local
control. States’ needs are different. To
say 100,000 teachers or to say let’s
spend Federal dollars for construction
isn’t the wisest approach. It is better
to let those decisions be made locally
where the needs differ across the coun-
try.

The question on this sense-of-the-
Senate amendment is, Are you for bu-
reaucrats, or are you for books? I think
we want it to go to the classroom.
Let’s support this sense of the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, those

who support the education programs,
title I and other programs that will be
affected, want the greatest amount of
money to go to the local classrooms.
So we support this measure. We have
no problem whatsoever in supporting

this measure. It is supported by the ad-
ministration and by the Department of
Education. We want to make sure that
as much of the funds as possible go
right into the classroom. We are abso-
lutely in support of it. We hope the
amendment will pass overwhelmingly.

When the Senator initially offered
his amendment, it provided not only
for this measure but to eliminate the
amendment of the Senator from Wash-
ington. Now the Senator from Wash-
ington will have a chance to have her
amendment voted on.

I hope all of our Members will sup-
port this measure. It makes good sense.
We all want the resources to go into
the classroom for the benefit of the
children.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Arkansas. On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the
Chanber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 92 Leg.]
YEAS—99

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Enzi

Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Helms

The amendment (No. 2296) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2295

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on agreeing to
Murray amendment No. 2295. Under the
previous order, there are 2 minutes of
debate equally divided before the vote.

Who seeks recognition?
Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.
The amendment before us is very

simple. It merely asks us to go on
record as to whether or not we Mem-
bers of the Senate believe we should
support efforts to decrease class size in
the early grades.

As a parent of a child in public edu-
cation, two children who have gone
through our public schools, as a former
school board member, as a member of
the PTA, as a former educator myself
who has been in the classroom, who
knows the difference between having 18
young 4-year-olds or 24 4-year-olds, who
knows the difference between teaching
and crowd control, I will tell the Mem-
bers of this Senate that decreasing
class size is one of the most important
things we can do to increase the edu-
cation for our young children. Every
Member here has talked about the need
for increased math skills, the need for
our young children to be able to read
and write and have the skills they
need. If we decrease class size, every
parent in this country will tell you
that it will make a difference. Studies
show it. Parents know it. Teachers
know it. It is time for this Senate to
recognize that and move, on our part,
with our responsibility, to decrease
class size. I urge the adoption of this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President,
this amendment calls for 100,000 new
teachers paid for at the Federal level.
It is an endorsement of the President’s
proposal. I reluctantly oppose it. Mr.
President, 79 percent of the teachers in
Arkansas are satisfied with class size,
65 percent of the teachers nationwide
are satisfied with their class sizes. It is
wrong to have a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach on the Federal level. We may
need more teachers in some States, but
we may not need them in others. So I
believe this is an area States are al-
ready addressing,

California and many other States
have adopted programs to reduce class
size. It is not something the Federal
Government needs to get involved in.
It has a $7 billion price tag. Those
funds can be better used, and more
wisely used, in other areas. So I ask
my colleagues to oppose this sense-of-
the-Senate resolution endorsing the
100,000 teacher, $7 billion expansion of
the Federal role in public school edu-
cation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question occurs on the
Murray amendment, No. 2295. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 50, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 93 Leg.]

YEAS—49

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Campbell
Cleland
Conrad
D’Amato
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—50

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Helms

The amendment (No. 2295) was re-
jected.

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2300

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the Ashcroft
amendment No. 2300, which is a second-
degree amendment to the Levin
amendment No. 2299.

Under the previous order, there will
now be 2 minutes of debate, equally di-
vided, prior to the vote.

Who seeks recognition?
Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this

amendment prohibits Federal funding
for national testing in our schools un-
less there is explicit congressional au-
thority for such funding, so that no
funding of the Federal Government
could be used to supply or provide for
national tests unless the Congress spe-
cifically authorized it.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator HAGEL of Nebraska be added as an
original cosponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I believe the fun-
damental opportunity in education and
the opportunity for achievement by
children relates to the involvement of
parents in education. Whenever we
begin to dictate curriculum from
Washington, with a national test which
will ultimately define curriculum, we
will have lost the genius of America’s
education system, which is local in-

volvement in schools, parental involve-
ment.

For that reason, I believe this
amendment should be adopted. I am
pleased that Senator LOTT has been in
support of this amendment. I am
pleased that a number of other individ-
uals are supporting it strongly and am
glad to have the cosponsorship of Sen-
ator HAGEL. I urge its adoption.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator NICKLES be added as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator’s time has expired.
Who seeks recognition?
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, last
November, 5 months ago, we worked
out a bipartisan compromise. It re-
ceived 87 votes here. It called for the
National Academy of Sciences to do a
study about the possibility of linking
various State tests and commercial
tests and called on this National As-
sessment Governing Board, an inde-
pendent board, to go ahead and develop
some test questions. And essentially it
set up a procedure we could look at. It
also prohibited the use of any funds for
field testing or pilot testing, anything
in this fiscal year.

This amendment would gut all of
that, would say the National Academy
needs to stop in its tracks, it cannot
complete its work. It would say that
the National Assessment Board has to
stop what it is doing and breach its
contract.

Later this year, in the appropriations
cycle, we should revisit this issue and
decide at that point whether to allow
field testing. But we should not be pro-
hibiting continued study of the issue
and development of questions by the
National Board at this point. So I urge
colleagues to oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

All time has expired.
The question now occurs on agreeing

to the Ashcroft amendment No. 2300.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 94 Leg.]

YEAS—52

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran

Collins
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Faircloth
Feingold
Frist
Gorton
Gramm

Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott

Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts

Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe

Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—47

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Cleland
Conrad
D’Amato
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Helms

The amendment (No. 2300) was agreed
to.

Mr. CRAIG. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the Levin amendment,
as amended.

The Senator from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand the regular order now, it
would be for me to now resubmit the
amendment that I offered earlier
today, which was recently defeated, in
effect, through the adoption of the
Ashcroft second-degree amendment.
Under the regular order, I am allowed
to resubmit this amendment so that we
can have a vote on it, or it can be sec-
ond degreed again.

AMENDMENT NO. 2303 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2299

(Purpose: To replace the expansion of edu-
cation individual retirement accounts to
elementary and secondary school expenses
with an increase the lifetime learning edu-
cation credit for expenses of teachers in
improving technology training)
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I send the

amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]

proposes an amendment numbered 2303.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the amendment add the fol-

lowing:
Section 101 is null and void.

SEC. . MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDIVID-
UAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii)

(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by striking ‘‘$500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the contribution limit for such tax-
able year’’.

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b) (re-
lating to definitions and special rules) is
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amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term ‘con-
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case
of any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1,
2003).’’

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 530(d)(4)(C) is amended by

striking ‘‘$500’’ and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tion limit for such taxable year’’.

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by
striking ‘‘$500’’ and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for
such taxable year’’.

(b) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL-
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1)
(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:
‘‘The age limitations in the preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to any designated bene-
ficiary with special needs (as determined
under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary).’’

(c) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CONTRIB-
UTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (relating
to reduction in permitted contributions
based on adjusted gross income) is amended
by striking ‘‘The maximum amount which a
contributor’’ and inserting ‘‘In the case of a
contributor who is an individual, the maxi-
mum amount the contributor’’.

(d) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2)
(relating to distributions for qualified edu-
cation expenses) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under
any other section of this chapter for any
qualified education expenses to the extent
taken into account in determining the
amount of the exclusion under this para-
graph.’’

(e) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—
(1)(A) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu-

cation individual retirement account) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(E) Any balance to the credit of the des-
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib-
uted within 30 days after such date to the
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within
30 days after the date of death to the estate
of such beneficiary.’’

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat-
ment of distributions) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED DIS-
TRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a dis-
tribution is required under subsection
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des-
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30-
day period referred to in such subsection for
making such distribution shall be deemed
distributed at the close of such period.’’

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 72(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
72’’.

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts not
received as annuities) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (8) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2)(B) TO
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU-
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC-
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall
apply to amounts received under a qualified
State tuition program (as defined in section
529(b)) or under an education individual re-
tirement account (as defined in section
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall
apply for purposes of this paragraph.’’

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep-
tions) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end

of clause (ii), by striking the period at the
end of clause (iii) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and
by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘‘(iv) an amount which is includible in
gross income solely because the taxpayer
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable
year.’’

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1998.

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend-
ments made by subsection (e) shall take ef-
fect as if included in the amendments made
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997.

On page 21, between lines 9 and 10, insert:
SEC. 107. INCREASED LIFETIME LEARNING CRED-

IT FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAINING OF
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
TEACHERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(c) (relating
to lifetime learning credit) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR TECHNOLOGY TRAIN-
ING OF CERTAIN TEACHERS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the
qualified tuition and related expenses to
which this subsection applies—

‘‘(i) are paid or incurred by an individual
who is a kindergarten through grade 12
teacher in an elementary or secondary
school, and

‘‘(ii) are incurred as part of a program
which is approved and certified by the appro-
priate local educational agency as directly
related to improvement of the individual’s
capacity to use technology in teaching,

paragraph (1) shall be applied with respect to
such portion by substituting ‘50 percent’ for
‘20 percent’.

‘‘(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall
not apply to expenses paid after December
31, 2002, for education furnished in academic
periods beginning after such date.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to expenses
paid after June 30, 1998, for education fur-
nished in academic periods beginning after
such date.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask that the new Levin amendment be
laid aside to recur following the
stacked votes tomorrow morning. It
would be the first amendment to be de-
bated after 3 votes tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. FORD. What about debate on

that amendment, Mr. President?
Mr. COVERDELL. There will be 30

minutes equally divided.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will come to order.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, for

the information of all Senators, the
Senate will now conclude debate on the
following pending amendments: Coats,
Kempthorne, and Landrieu.

Following those concluding remarks,
if any other Senator wishes to debate
their amendment, the manager will re-
main in the Chamber for additional de-
bate. The three amendments concluded
this evening will be stacked to occur
beginning at 9:30 a.m. on Thursday.
Having entered into this arrangement
with all Senators, there will be no fur-
ther votes this evening. The voting se-
quence tomorrow will begin at 9:30 a.m.

Just for everybody’s information, it
is my understanding that the remain-
ing amendments on the other side—
Dodd, Bingaman, and Boxer—have all
indicated they want to do that tomor-
row, which will occur following the 30
minutes of debate on the Levin amend-
ment. At this point we will finish
Coats, Kempthorne and Landrieu, and
there will be no further votes this
evening.

I ask unanimous consent that this be
accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. ABRAHAM per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1970
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this is
a very important education bill before
us today. It builds upon the education
savings accounts enacted last year. It
expands the amount of money that can
be saved and expands its uses to in-
clude K–12.

About 14 million individuals are ex-
pected to sign up for these accounts by
the year 2002. Contributions can be
saved to cover college expenses or used
when needed to pay for a wide range of
education expenses during a student’s
elementary and high school years. Ex-
amples of eligible expenses include text
books, computers, school uniforms, tu-
toring, advanced placement college
credits, home schooling, after-school
care and college preparation courses.

A tutor can make the difference be-
tween success or a student falling
hopelessly behind.

A computer can open the world to a
child. Children growing up in homes
with computers will be the achievers. I
am afraid children growing up in
homes without computers will be at a
disadvantage. This bill will allow
money from an education savings ac-
count to be sent on a computer, soft-
ware, lessons on how to use the com-
puter.

The bill has several solid worthwhile
provisions.

It raises the limits on annual con-
tributions to an education IRA from
$500 to $2,000 per year, and allows ac-
counts to be used for K–12 expenses.
The bill allows parents or grandparents
to make the contribution in after-tax
money each year.

The accounts would grow with inter-
est, and withdrawals for educational
expenses would be tax-free. A+ ac-
counts, as under current law, are tar-
geted to middle income taxpayers. Eli-
gibility phases out beginning at $95,000
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for individuals and $150,000 for joint fil-
ers. Under these terms almost all New
Mexicans would be eligible to set up
one of these accounts.

The bill allows parents to purchase
contracts that lock-in tomorrow’s tui-
tion costs at today’s prices. This bill
would make these savings completely
tax-free.

Families purchasing plans would pay
no federal income tax on interest
build-up. Under current law, state-run
programs allowed tax-deferred savings
for college. However, savings in such
plans, when withdrawn, are taxable as
income to the student. This provision
would benefit 1 million students.

Twenty-one states have created tui-
tion plans. New Mexico has not yet im-
plemented one but it does have a pro-
posal under consideration. If the state
finalizes its pre-paid tuition plan fu-
ture students would be able to benefit.
Pre-paid tuition plans are a great way
to secure the future.

The bill extends through 2002, the ex-
clusion for employers who pay for their
employees’ tuition and expands the
program to cover graduate students be-
ginning in 1998. The exclusion allows
employers to pay up to $5,250 per year
for educational expenses to benefit em-
ployees without requiring the employ-
ees to declare that benefit as income
and pay federal income tax on the ben-
efit. One million workers, including
250,000 graduate students, would bene-
fit from a tax-free employer-provided
education assistance provision.

The bill also creates a new category
of exempt facility bonds for privately-
owned and publicly operated elemen-
tary and secondary school construction
high growth areas. The bill makes $3
billion in school construction bonds
over five years. This is enough to build
500 elementary schools.

I am pleased that the bill includes
the amendment to provide new grants
to states that (1) test K–12 teachers for
proficiency in the subject area they
teach and (2) has a merit based teacher
compensation system.

In line with my belief that teacher
competence is key to improving Amer-
ican education, this bill creates incen-
tives for states to establish teacher and
merit pay policies.

I believe the best teachers should be
rewarded for their efforts to educate
our children. A little competition in
our public schools would be a good
thing for rewarding those teachers who
excel at their profession and motivat-
ing those who may need to improve
their performance.

This is but one step forward in our
bid to improve the educational per-
formance of American students. This
amendment supports the principle that
all children deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent and qualified
teachers.

I hope the Senate will complete its
work quickly on this bill and that the
President will sign it.

The MERIT amendment would use
the Eisenhower Professional Develop-

ment Program (Title II) to provide in-
centive funds to states that establish
periodic assessments of elementary and
secondary school teachers, including a
pay system to reward teachers based
on merit and proven performance.

The legislation would not reduce cur-
rent funding for the Eisenhower Profes-
sional Development Program. Incen-
tives will be provided to states that es-
tablish teacher testing and merit pay
programs. The amendment permits the
use of Federal education dollars to es-
tablish and administer these programs.

The Eisenhower program, established
in 1985, gives teachers and other edu-
cational staff access to sustained and
high-quality professional development
training. In 1998, the Congress approved
$28.3 million, $10 million more than in
1997, for the Eisenhower program to
provide in-service training for teachers
in core subject areas.

The President requested $50 million
for the Eisenhower program in 1999, an
increase of $26.7 million above the $28.3
million provided in 1998. New Mexico
received $2.4 million in 1997 for all 89
school districts. The President funds
his 1999 request at the expense of Title
VI, Innovative Program Strategies,
which New Mexico also heavily uti-
lizes. He requests no funding for this
program, which received $350 million in
1998.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
announce that the order of business is
to complete the Coats amendment. The
author, Senator COATS, is here. I
talked to the other side. We have some
Senators who want to offer some pro-
posals of their own not related to this
legislation. But if we could—everybody
is in agreement—we can proceed with
the Coats amendment.

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair.
Mr. FORD. Will the Senator from In-

diana withhold for just a moment?
We have now allowed several minutes

to introduce a bill. Then we are going
back to an amendment that should be
on this bill. Then we have others here
who would like to speak for up to 30 or
35 minutes. I think we are going to
have to have some sort of an agree-
ment on how it is going to work. Is this
the only debate for amendments?

Mr. COVERDELL. There are two oth-
ers.

Mr. FORD. Are they here?
Mr. COVERDELL. They are not here.

If we could facilitate Senator COATS,
we can go to Senator FEINGOLD.

Mr. FORD. With the understanding
that it is approximately 35 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL. I understand.
Mr. FORD. Just so there is no mis-

understanding, we are all on the same
wavelength.

Mr. COVERDELL. We are on the
same wavelength.

Mr. FORD. I thank the chairman and
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, Senator COATS is
recognized to speak for 2 minutes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2297

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, what is
the time situation on this particular
amendment? We were in the midst of
offering it. We set it aside. There is
some time remaining. I would like to
know what time is remaining under the
original amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). When the bill was set aside,
the Senator from Indiana had 2 min-
utes remaining on the time, and the
opposition had 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I reserve
that 2 minutes. There is someone on
the opposing side who wants to begin
using their 15 minutes. This is obvi-
ously the time. Perhaps if there is no
opposition——

Mr. FORD. I am certain there will be
opposition. Mr. President, I am here to
try to help facilitate this. I don’t know
who will be here. I am under the im-
pression we will have somebody who
will oppose it. But as of now it is like
on the other side. The other two Mem-
bers are not here to oppose it either, I
don’t imagine. We have 30 minutes to
work it out.

I suggest that since the Senator from
Indiana only has 2 minutes left, we will
wait to see if we can find somebody to
use up our 15, and the Senator could
have 2 minutes tomorrow.

Mr. COATS. I think it was well-un-
derstood by everybody involved in this
amendment that I would offer it imme-
diately after the stacked votes. I am
here prepared to finish up my time. I
would like to get it done, because my
schedule is not going to allow me to
wait for 35 minutes while someone does
morning business.

Mr. FORD. The Senator may proceed.
If there is no one here, I will yield back
our time and then the Senator can
have it voted on within the stacked
votes in the morning.

Mr. COATS. I will be happy to do
that. Mr. President, I will use up the
last 2 minutes.

Very briefly, I do not think this
amendment is all that controversial. It
simply provides an extra incentive for
individuals or organizations that want
to make charitable contributions to
scholarship funds which would provide
scholarships for low-income children
for educational purposes. As such, we
are just simply offering an additional
deduction of 10 percent for that specific
purpose. I outlined earlier the basis for
that and the reasons why we need to do
that. I believe it complements the bill
we are dealing with. The current bill
addresses essentially middle income
and above taxpayers. This goes to low-
income taxpayers, and it gives them an
opportunity to provide the kind of edu-
cation they think is appropriate for
their children.

I hope my colleagues will accept it.
The cost is offset by changes in the Tax
Code which have been approved by the
Finance Committee. There is no con-
troversy there. I urge my colleagues to
vote in support of the amendment
when the vote occurs tomorrow morn-
ing.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 15 seconds remaining.
Mr. COATS. I yield the remainder of

my time.
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum on the 15 min-
utes on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I yield the
balance of time in opposition to the
Coats amendment. I understand the
change is offset. Most people are happy
with it. Therefore, there is no opposi-
tion at the moment. I am sure some
will vote against it, but I yield what-
ever time this side might have. It is my
understanding that we now go to Sen-
ator FEINGOLD for a statement as if in
morning business.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin is recognized
under the previous order.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr.
President.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in
late February the Senate considered
campaign finance reform on the floor
of the Senate for the second time in
this Congress. Once again, we did not
resolve the issue. Although a clear ma-
jority of this body now supports the
McCain-Feingold bill, a determined mi-
nority once again prevented it from
being adopted.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
few minutes today to try to put our de-
bate in some perspective. This is a par-
ticularly good time to revisit the issue
because of what has been happening
just in the past few days in the other
body, in the House of Representatives.
In fact, the latest development on the
other side of the Capitol has made it
very clear that the defenders of the
current system are on the run, and
campaign finance reform is very much
alive.

Last fall, the Speaker of the House
promised an open debate on campaign
finance reform by the end of March.
The other body, of course, is supposed
to be the place where the majority can
work its will. There is no filibuster
rule in the House of Representatives—
in effect, no requirement that you have
to get a three-fifths majority to pass
legislation, as has long been the case in
the Senate.

At the end of March, when a biparti-
san majority began to clearly coalesce
behind the McCain-Feingold bill, or the
Shays-Meehan bill as it is called in the
other body, the House leadership and
other opponents of reform began look-
ing for a way out. The House leadership
decided to bring up campaign finance

reform under suspension of the rules.
That is a procedure that is usually
used to allow noncontroversial bills to
pass quickly. It was used here for a
very different purpose. It allows very
limited debate and no amendments,
and it requires a two-thirds vote for
passage.

So the leadership of the other body
brought up its own campaign finance
bill under the suspension procedure
that would guarantee, in effect, the de-
feat of its own bill. In the end, this bill
of the leadership of the House got only
74 votes, and 337 Members of the House
voted no.

Let’s think about that. The major
campaign finance bill offered by the
chairman of the committee of jurisdic-
tion received only 74 votes in the House
of Representatives. The Democrats in
the House were not even allowed to
offer a substitute, which is customary
in the other body. And here is the kick-
er. The main bipartisan reform bill
which, by all accounts, actually had
majority support in the House, did not
even get a vote. The leadership of the
House did everything in its power to
make sure that the McCain-Feingold
bill would not pass, and they suc-
ceeded, but only temporarily.

Supporters of reform in the House
were understandably outraged. Just as
the opponents of reform in this body
relied on a filibuster and on parliamen-
tary tactics such as filling the amend-
ment tree to prevent a bipartisan ma-
jority from passing McCain-Feingold,
opponents of reform in the House, the
body that is supposed to reflect the
will of majority, in effect rigged the
procedure to make sure that reformers
did not even get a vote on their bill.

Tactics of this kind can work for a
while, but they cannot work forever.
The American people are tired of tricks
and tactics. They are tired of a par-
tisan minority stopping the bipartisan
majority from enacting reform. And
now there are clear signs that public
outrage over these kinds of tactics is
having an effect. In the other body, re-
formers gathered 205 signatures on a
discharge petition that would require
the other body to consider campaign fi-
nance reform under a fair and open pro-
cedure. They needed just 13 more Mem-
bers of the House to sign the discharge
petition to force the issue to the House
floor despite the opposition of the lead-
ership. This would have been almost
unprecedented.

It is clear that Members of the Con-
gress are feeling the heat. Five Mem-
bers agreed to sign the petition over
the recess after they heard from their
constituents how important it is to
have a real vote on reform in the House
this year, and four more announced in
the last 2 days they will sign the peti-
tion.

Mr. President, what we found out
today is that the leadership in the
House reconsidered its hard line posi-
tion because a meltdown was occur-
ring. I was informed just a little bit
earlier that there has been an an-

nouncement that the leadership of the
other body will now bring campaign fi-
nance reform back to the House floor
by May 15, and this time there at least
supposedly is going to be an open rule
and a bipartisan bill will get a vote.

This is very good news, and I con-
gratulate the bipartisan reformers in
the House for their persistence and ef-
fectiveness. They have shown that the
will of the people can prevail if only we
in the Congress have the courage to
fight for it. If the House passes a bipar-
tisan bill in the next few weeks, fortu-
nately, the spotlight will come back
here again.

The distinguished majority leader of
our body was asked on Monday, what
will he do if the House passes McCain-
Feingold? His answer? ‘‘Nothing.’’ And
everyone laughed. I don’t think they
are laughing today, because the re-
formers in the House have succeeded in
their effort to force a fair vote. We will
see if the American people will stand
for this kind of obstructionism if a bill
comes back from the House. I do not
think they will. I think the Senate will
have to deal with this issue again this
year and soon.

So I can say to the American people
today as I have before, this fight is not
over. The opponents of reform may be
winning these parliamentary battles,
but they are losing the legislative war.
The American people know that our
current system must be changed. A
majority of this Senate, and now of the
House, knows that our current system
must be changed. Sooner or later, we
will prevail. I am absolutely certain of
that.

I have spent a great deal of time re-
viewing the debate on campaign fi-
nance reform from both this past Feb-
ruary and last fall. As most people who
watched the debate know, there was a
lot of argument on this floor about
whether the first amendment to the
Constitution would be violated by the
provisions of our bill in the Snowe-Jef-
fords amendment dealing with so-
called issue advocacy by outside
groups. I think these arguments based
on the Constitution were grossly exag-
gerated and they will be shown to be
inaccurate over time in the context of
the actual state of constitutional law.

But there were a lot of other things
said about our bill, a lot of other jus-
tifications offered for killing reform,
and today I want to concentrate on
what I call the three worst excuses for
voting against the bipartisan McCain-
Feingold bill. These arguments simply
do not hold water. And since we will be
back sooner or later—and I suspect
sooner—to discuss these matters, let
me say a bit about them today.

Here is the first poor excuse for vot-
ing against our bill. We heard time and
time again, both last fall and last Feb-
ruary, that we do not need changes in
the law, we just have to enforce the
current law. Now, that gave the oppo-
nents the opportunity to excoriate the
Clinton administration for its fundrais-
ing excesses in 1996 and to try to dodge
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